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Claims 1-8, 10, 28-30 and 32-35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a). The claims recite 
a wall with knockouts bounded by grooves in the wall. The grooves have depths that vary as 
recited in the claims. 

I. The Examiner's Reliance on the Bordwell Reference (U.S. 5.191.171) is Clear Error 

The Examiner relies on Bordwell for the teaching of maximum material thickness at a 
particular location. Bordwell, however, does not disclose grooves in the wall. Instead, Bordwell 
discloses knockouts formed by slits cut through the wall. Slits are not grooves. Slits create 
empty space, which is not structure and has no thickness. Because Bordwell's slits create spaces 
instead of grooves, and because spaces lack any structure or thickness, Bordwell cannot teach 
anything regarding the thickness of a wall at a groove. 

Moreover, the claims recite grooves in terms of depth, not thickness. Since depth is 
irrelevant to Bordwell, the Examiner attempts to recharacterize depth as "thickness" to draw a 
comparison with Bordwell. This confuses the depth of Applicants' grooves with the thickness of 
Bordwell's webs or hinges. The comparison is improper. 

The Examiner compounds this error by stating that Bordwell is applied for the teaching 
of "maximum material thickness at the tangent location so that the knockouts may hinge instead 
of being completely removed." See paragraph 10 on page 4 of the final Office Action. This is 
clear error for at least two reasons. First, Bordwell cannot teach a maximum, minimum, or any 
other particular value or variation of thickness because his material is uniform throughout the 
entire structure. Second, hinging is entirely irrelevant to this invention but has been imported 
into the analysis to justify the Examiner's reliance on Bordwell. None of the claims recites 
hinges or hinging. If hinges were provided, the grooves would not be circular. If hinges were 
located at the tangent location, the grooves would not overlie each other. Nonetheless, the 
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Examiner seizes upon the notion of hinging because Bordwell features hinging knockouts 
formed by slits cut through a wall of material. Hinging simply is not relevant to the claimed 
invention. Even if it were, the Examiner fails to state why a person skilled in the art would want 
the knockouts of Kinnard to hinge instead of being completely removed. The Examiner's 
statements and omissions regarding the disclosure and teaching of the Bordwell reference are 
clearly erroneous. 

Applicants' additional arguments against the Examiner's use of the Bordwell reference 
are stated in the Remarks on page 13-16 of the Amendment filed on April 19, 2007. 

II. The Examiner Ignores the Language of Claim 28 

Claim 28 states that the groove bottom is interrupted by an area of weakness. The area of 
weakness increases the groove depth and reduces the strength of the wall compared to the 
strength of the wall around the remainder of the groove. Claim 28 thus recites an area of 
weakness that interrupts the groove bottom and is distinct from the remainder of the groove in 
both strength and size. With reference to Kinnard on page 6 of the final Office Action, the 
Examiner states that "the minimum thickness area is considered the area of weakness." This is 
clear error because the statement ignores the fact that the claimed area of weakness interrupts the 
groove bottom. Kinnard' s groove bottom is not interrupted. Rather, the change in Kinnard 's 
groove depth is gradual and continuous. Kinnard's change in groove depth therefore is not 
distinct in strength or size. The Examiner's statements overlook the fact that Kinnard and Gehrs 
do not teach a groove bottom interrupted by a distinct area of weakness. These statements thus 
reflect clear error. 
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III. Conclusion 

Clear error pervades the rejections made under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) in the final Office 
Action mailed June 22, 2007. Applicants therefore request reversal of the rejections made in the 
final Office Action and ask for allowance of claims 1-8, 10, 28-30 and 32-35. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Stephen D. Scanlon Reg. No. 32,755 

Jones Day 

North Point 

901 Lakeside Avenue 

Cleveland, Ohio 44114 
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